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This study evaluated the decoding skills acquired by

low readers in an experimental project that taught low readers in
regular class through the use of clinical procedures based on a
synthetic phonic, muitisensory approach. An evaluation instrument
which peramitted the tabulation of specific decoding skills was
administered as a pretest and posttest measure to a random sample of
50 or more pupils in each primary giade, 1-3. The gains on decoding
skills which were evidenced were statistically significant and
occurred both among the fast learmners and the slow learners within
these low reading groups. One of the significant findings was that
after less than a year of experimental instruction, all children in
the sample acquired the skill of decoding simple three-letter short
vowel words above the 40 percent correct level--a level that
indicates the acquisition of transfer skills beyond the sight word
level. (Author/WR)
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Abstract

The sresent study evaluates the decoding skills acquired by low
readers in an experimental project that taught low readers in regular
class through the use cf clinical procedures based on a synthetic
phonic, multisensory approach. An evaluation instrument which permits
the tabulation of specific decoding skills was administered both before
and after experimental instruction to a random sample cof 50 or more
pupils in each primary grade, 1 - 3. The gains on decoding skills
which were evidenced were both st&tis:ically and educationally sig-
nificant and occurred both among the fast learners and the slow
learners within these low reading groups.

Tabulation of data on specific skills mastered increased the
precision of curriculum evaluation with the result that planning
for the coming year could be based on knowledge of the approximate
skill level attained by each subgroup. One of the significant findings
was that after less than a year o:r experimental instruction all
children in the sample, acquired the skill of decoding simple three
letter short vowel words above the 40% correct level - a level that
indicates the acquisition of transfer skills beyond the sight word
level. In contrast, approximately 607 of low readers in previous
classes had not acquired this first decoding siill after either one
or two years of traditional instruction. Transfer of these increased

word recognition skills on the WRAT also occurred at all levels.




Decoding Skills Acquired by Low Readers Taught

in Regular Classrooms Using Clinica! Techniques

Elizabeth Gallistel
and
Phyllis Fischer

University of Minnesota

One of the critical issues in teaching handicapped children
to read, particularly children with learning disabilities, is what
Chall (1967) calls the "meaning vs. code emphasis" issue or what
learning disability specialists often call the auditory vs. visual
:pproach. Meaning emphasis approaches arec represented by basal
reading series which teach sight words first as a visual recognition
process. Coding approaches, on the other hand, are usually charac-
terized by emphasis on teaching phonics (the relations between
graphic symbols and their sounds) from the beginning. Much use of
auditory processes is involved in learning the sounds and in sounding
out words. For this reason most coding emphasils approaches are
called auditory methods and the basal approach is called a visual
method., Since learning disabilities specialists are frequently
coucerned with problems of fitting the different patterns of auditory
and visual aptitudes of the child te the auditory and visual demands
of the method, the meaning versus coding emphasis issue tends to be

translated into an auditory versus wvisual issue.
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The issue has two parts. One is the guestion of which approach

- produces superior learning for low readers, and reduces the incidence

of serious reading disability. The second question is whether
low auditory learngrs learn readily from a sight word approach
with emphasis on meaning but find a coding emphasis approach with
intensive phonics toe difficult, particularly at the beginning.
These twe issues will be discussed separatelv in two related
papers. The present studv reports the development of coding and
word recognition skills in low readers in first, second, and third
srade who were taught first from a sight-word, meaning-emphasis
approach and then from a coding emphasis approach. It compares the
acquisition of decoding and word recognition skills from a basal
or meaning emphasis approach with their acquisition from a multi-
sensory phonic-linguistic approach. The second study reports tne
solationship of auditory and visual aptitudes to differences in
rechod for the first grade group (Gallistel, Boyle, Curran, and
I awthcrne, in preparation).

The ability to decode words, particularly new words, is only one
of the set of skills that the mature reader must possess. It is
a useful rool. Both code emphasis proponents and meaning emphasis
proponents agree that the eventual or real goal in reading is the
ability to obtain meaning from the printed page. Mastery of the
decoding process is but one of the many skills necessary to accom-
plish this task. However, it may be an important skill, particularly
for those who have trouble learning to read. Several clinicians

and researchers have concluded that children with severe reading
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problems have the most difficulty with the decoding process. Vernon

(1960), for example states that '"'the one universal characteristic
of non-readers cuffering from specific rea&ing di<ability is their
complete failure to anaslvze word shapes and sounds systematically
and assuciate them together correctly " (p. 74}. Chall, after a
review ot six clinical studies, reports that regardless of how the
readers in these studies had been taught initialty, they all had
extreme difficuity with decoding not with comprehension. She con-
c¢ludes that it is the decoding problem, including spelling, that
is the essercial characteristic of the true reading disability
rupi! aug that "severe disability seems to result when a child has
predisposition (a set of characteristics that make if difficult
for him to associate printed svmbols with their spoken counterparts)
and ;. exposed to an initial method that ignores this predisposition'
{p. 175). 1f children predisposed to reading failure, or children
with rerding disability have the most trouble with the decoding
process, as these two authors suggest, should they then be taught
from an approach that emphasizes this decoding process or from an
anproacin that deemphasizes it and emphasizes reading for meaning in-
stead? Vernon concludes that for these children "teaching methods
are indicated which stress the meaningful reading of words and the
writing of connected sentences; and phonetic methods are contra-
indicated " (p. 191). Chall, on the other hénd, conciuded on the
basis of evidence from the clinical studies she reviewed that methods

that emphasize natural or speeded reading from the beginuning and
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insufficient training in decoding produce more serious reading
failures than those that emphasize the code. She recommended,
particularly for children predisposed to reading and spelling
difficultv, instructional procedures that control words on spelling
regularitv, teach letter sound correspondences directly, and incor-
porate writing, tracing, or typing as supplementary aids. No
experimental evidence from studies of poor readers is available

to assess the relative validity of Vernon and Chall's conflicting
recommendations. That is,no evaluation studies are available which
compare the reading achievement of low readers after a year or more
of instruction.

Several reviews of studies comparing the achievement of the
whole range of children in a classroom have indicated that '"phonic
cmphasis" approaches tend to produce superior reading achievement,
both word recognition and comprehension, particularly at the end
of first, second, and third grade. (cf. Bliesmer and Yarborough,
196535 Chall, 1967; Gurren and Hughes, 1965). Chall concluded on the
basis of the pattern of the results of these studies that after third
grade the differences tended to disappear or equalize thoug& few
comparisons were ,available for intermediate grades. She reasoned
that reading comprehension scores after third grade tend to be heavily
weighted with a child's verbal language comprehension and reasoring
skills. From that time on reading ability, as a skill that is separate
from these more general skills, has less influence on the reading
comprehension score. For poor readers this is probably not the case.

Chall also concluded on the basis of the pattern of the results
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



in the studies reviewed that intensive phonics metnods probably
result in slower learning at the beginning. Thus, if comparisons
are made in the middle of first grade they tend to favor whole

word meaning emphasis apprcaches. Since slow learners progress
more slowlv, the lag in their achievement scores could be

reflected as late as second rade. None of the studies measured
the achievement of the lowest readers separate from the achievement
of faster readers. ilence we do not know what the effects of

method are for poor readers. Chall and Gurren and Hugnes did
attempt to review the effects of method on low 1IQ children,

often called slow learners. Poor readers, however, are not
necessarily low IQ children. Both concluded that the majority

of the significant differences for low IQ children also favored
phonics emphasis methods. Dykstra (1967a) found that for children
finishing second grade coding emphasis methods produced higher word
recognition scores but not necessarily higher comprehension scores.
Among the coding emphasis approaches he studieds only tliose ITA
methods which taught the sounds for the symbols at the beginning,
and the phonic-linguistic approaches could be considered intensive
phoniés or phonics emphasis methods. Whole word linguistic methods
do not include intensive teaching of phonics though they are considered
to be coding emphasis approaches. In the two projects in Dykstra's
study in which phonic linguistic approaches were compared with basal

approaches the phonic linguistic procedures produced significantly
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higher reading comprehension scores as well as significantly higher
word re-ognition and spelling scores. liowever, the author stresses
the fact that project differences exerted greater effects on
achievement than method differences even after pupil readiness
was controlled. Bond and Dvkstra (1967 ) in their report of
achievement of the first graders in this large study also grouped
children statistically according to IQ scores. Thev found that in
no comparison of phonics emphasis methods witi: basal methods
did one IQ group achieve better in one method while a different
[} group achieved better in another method. Nor did grouping
by high or low reading readiness scores make anv difference.
Whenever the phonic emphasis procedures resulted in higher
achievement the effects occurred regardless of IQ or readiness
groups.

Bateman (1969) aiso found that at the end of first grade,
a phonic-linguistic approach (Lippincott) was significantly
superior to a sight-word, basal approach (Scott-Foresman) re-
gardless of whether the learner was a lower auditory or a lower
visual learner. liowever most gf the children in her study
were high arhievers and tended to have above average aptitude
scores.

In general then studies comparing the effects of different

methods have been concerned with the achievement of all readers.
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When thev have measured the achievement of slow iearners of

fast learners separately thev have grecuped on the basis of IQ
scores. The results from Dvkstra's grouping of children into
quartiles based on reading readiness scores might be considered
an indication of the effects on children who are apt to become
poor readers although the correlations of these readiness

scores with later achievement were low. Though these studies
suggest that phonic emphasis methods frequently preduce superior
achievement, at least in second and third grade, we do not
reallv know what the effects mav be on poor readers because

we have not studied the results for the lowest achieving groups.
All methods have some failures. The important questions are:
how many fail, how seriously do they fail, and on what specific
tasks to thev fail?

If we are to succeed in studving the effects of different
methods on the performance of disabled readers, better evalu-
ativn procedures are essential. Better procedures for assessing
roding skills are particularly necessary, since, as discussed
above, difficulty with this process may be one of the major
handicaps of children with specific reading disability.

Traditional group and individual reading test: employ
the words used most frequently in our language. These words

are limited only in the number that are introduced,
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not by their structure or the phonic regularity ot

their spelling. When children learn to read using readers which
control their vocabulary by the phonic structure of the words tradi-
tional tests do not provide an adequate picture of the learner's
achievement, particularly in the early stages. Nor do such tests
have a structure that makes it possible to classifyv and discuss the
phonic generalizations necessary to decode the words. They do not
mzasure the acquisition of generative skills which lead to the ability
to recognize new words. Further, their norm referenced maﬁner of
defining a child's achievement tei.s only how well a child can read
in ‘comparison to others of the same age and does not define a
specific skill sequ.nce from which teachers can set behavioral
obiectives and by which they can ascertain which skills the learner
can use effectivelv and which he needs to learn to use. Previous
research has indicated that children with similar scores on
standardized reading tests have markedly different levels of mastery
of the coding skills necessary to unlock new phonically regular
words, particularly in the early stages of learning (Gallistel, in
press).

The Gallistel-Ellis (GE) Linguistic Reading and Spelling Test
was constructed to measure word recognition and word-attack skills
leading to the recognition of new words. It is made up of eight
sections of phonically regular words which are classified according
to theilr phonic structure plus one section of phonically irregular

words. The instrument is designed to help a resource teacher or



classroom teacher plan and evaluate her lessons witi: adequate
knowledge of the child's word recognition and spelling skills
and needs.

The GE Test was designed primarily as an individually
administered diagnostic instrument for use in learning disability
resource rooms and clinical teaching situations. However, a pre-
vious pilot study suggested that the infcrmation which the test
provides might be useful in evaluating group progress. At pre-
sent there are no group ctests which measure the ability to recog-
nize phonically regular words through the use of phonic generaliza-
tions. |

Bloomington School District, in the Minneapolis-St. Paul metro-
area, was planning to initiate a large scale program to remediate
and prevent reading disability by modifying the instruction received
by the low readers in the regular classroom. (See note at the be-
ginning of the report). Approximately 2000 low reading pupils in first,
second, and third grade were to participate in the prcgram. The
experimental teaching procedures which were to be introduced in-
volved the use of techniques for teaching sound-symbol relations
on phonically regular words controlled according to their phonic
structure. This situation provided an opportunity to ascertain
the usefulness of obtaining data on specific coding skills as measured
by the GE test. Therefore, the special study reported here, under-
taken by the authors in ccoperation with the school district, sought
to determine whether administration of this criterion-referenced,

individual achievement test to a small random sample of children in
Q
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cach grade would furnish inforw-tion that would be useful for purposes
of curriculum planning. [An official evaluation b~sed on the results

of standardized tests was conducted bv the district's project evalaator
and is available from the School District (Barron, 1972).]

An additional purpose of the present study was to pilot evaluaticon
prccedures which might be useful in assessing the specific effect of
classroom intervention strategies on the learning of handicapped
children. Because of the growing interest in models for serving
handicapped children within the educationa’ mainstream (ﬁeynolds & Davis,
1971), careful evaluation of such efforts are important both to speccial
education and regular e¢ducation. If special odugation funds are
to be used to further the education of handicappéd children within
the regular class, means must be found for evaluating the effects
on handicapped children of services provided to the regular class.

The present study and a companion study on the learning aptitudes
of first graders in the project (Callistel, Boyle, Curran, aad
Hawthorne, in preparation) explore techniques which might be useful
in such an endeavor.

A final purpose was to measure and compare the acquisition
of decoding skills under experimental phonic~linguistic instruction
with the previous acquisition.of decoding skills under basal in-
struction.

Decoding is only one aspect of the final act of reading, but
one for which we have not had adequate measures (Chall, 1967). Once

measurement of the decoding process has been successfully accom-
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plished, further study of the relationships between decoding and
connected reading, and between decoding and reading compreheision
are planned. Such study should indicate whether a person's decoding
skills are related to fluency in reading and comprehension and

ilow these relationships are affected bv different instructional

procedures.

Method

Subjects

Subjects were low reading pupils in a large middle class
suburban school district. All pupils in the low reading group in
each first, second, and third grade class received the experimental
instructional procedures. Low reading achievement was judged bv
the classroom teachers according to their regular grouping practices.
This judgment was further checked bv administration of the Reading
subtest of the Wide Range Achievement Test by the school psvchologists.,
The total group of approximately 650 pupils selected in each grade
represented approximately the lowest 30% of the readers in that grade.
As a result of Spring planning for the Fall project, children who
normally would have been retained were promoted and a number of chil-
dren with border-line mental retardation were kept in the rcgular
class rather than assigned to speci~l class. The group of low reauers
thus included low readiness children, handicapped children with
special learning disabilities or mental retardation, slow learners
(although the district had fewer than would be expected from a normal

distribution) and other children who for one reason or another were



having difficulty learning to read.

Experimental Instructional Procedures and Teacher Training Provisions

The instructional methods and the teacher training procedures
were developed bv the staff of the school district, largely by the
project directors, Ms. M. L. Fnfield and Victoria freere. ({See
acknowledgments at beginning of paper.) Thev developed new pro-
cedures and modified others for teaching to classroem groups. A
description of the project and the instructional procedures used
are available from them., A brief summary is included here to
orient the reader.

The instructional approach represented basically a synthetic-
phonic¢ set of decoding procedures imposed on a sloy moving, lin-
guistically organized reading series. Multisensory techniques
including tracing in sand, spelling and writing were used for the
introduction of new concepts and to reinforce those already en-
countered but not fully mastetred. Grapheme-phoneme relationships
were taught separately as isolated sounds and symbols, and then
were combined into words. Sequencing and blending behaviors were
carefully shaped when the children integrated sounds into words.
Phonic structures, including the cues which determine the sounds
that are called for by the symbols, were taught as concepts. Much
of the original sovrce for the instructional procedures was taken
from the clinical tutoring procedures of Orton {1964) and Gillingham
and Stillman (195t). When the children had mastered the ability to

decode words using a particular set of sound-symbol relationships
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thev practiced these skills by reading in the linguisticallv corganized
material of the SRA Basic Reading Series (Rasmussen and Goldberg, 1965).

Ten resource teachers were selected as outstanding teackers from
the regular elementary staff of the district. During the month of
August they spent each day in a workshop designe! to teach them the
techniques which the l¢arning disability tuters hiad becen using with
individuals or small groups. The members of thLe izaching staff for
this workshop were the Special Learning Disab®li.ies (SLD) Coovdinator
and the SLD Supervising and Demonstration Teacner. These %90 in-
structors and the ten resource teacher trair.es made manv of their
materials and wrote a manual ard ilesson plans as jart of the training.

At the end of the month's training, the ten res. irce teachers
were each assignod to wo elementary schools ii the 4@ .trict, where
they initiatcd ~he training of the regular classroom teachers in
the new techniques. First the third grade pupils in the low read-
ing groups were taught in each classroom each dav by the resource
teacher wnile the classroom teacher observed. When the classroom
teacher felt ready to teach a particular ski'l she took over the
tpaching task while the resource teacher observed. Resource teachers
attended afternoon workshops several times a week in which they
learned new skills as the children were ready for them. They then
demonstrated theso skills to the classroom teachers in their two
buildings. At the end of six weeks, in the middle of November, the
regular third grade teachers began teaching their low reading groups

without help and the resource teachers bogan teaching the seond
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grade low readine groups in each class while their teachers watched.
After six weeks the resource teachers returned to the third grades
for a week. After that they were available to anv of the classroom
teachers for questiouns or an occasional visit. The last wec’k in
Januarv thev began teaching those first graders who were mnaking slow
progress in basal primers and had been selected bv their teachers for
the low reading groups. Some second and third graders who were not
able to keep up with the group were tutored in addition to their
lessons in the classroom.  This tutoring group represented roughly
ten percent of the project children or approximately 3% of all chil-

dren in second and third grade in the district.

Tests Administered

The Gallistel-Ellis Linguistic Reading and Spelling Test (GE) consists
of three sub-tests: a) a measure of the ability to give the sounds
for letters and combinations of letters such as digraphs and dipthongs
b) a measure of word recognition or the ability to decode words by
sounding out their parts and ¢) a measure of the abilitv to spell
words which contain these same sound-symbol rélations. The reading
and spelling subtests are divided into eight categories of phoneti-
cally regular words and one section of phonetically irregular words
based upon the linguistic structure »f the words and the phonic
elements they contain. Within each section words progresé‘fn diffi-
culty from frequently used words that might have been learned as sight
words, through new words which require transfer of knowledge of the

sound-symbol relations and the phonic principles to the recognition
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of new words, to nonsense words or svllables which measure pure
decoding skills and furnish no meaning or semantic clues. The werd
recognition and sound-svmbol subtests must be individuallyv adminis-
tered |,r the spellin: test can be administered to small groups.
Scoring is based on percentage of words correct in each section and
furnishes criteria for mastery of each task or skill rather than
global grade level scores based on norms.

The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) is an individually adminis-
tered measure of the child's ability to correctly pronounce a sample
of words selected from basal readers at each grade level. Words are
selected on the basis of their freruency of use rather than their
phonic¢ structure and the progression corresponds with basal rather
than linguistic readers. The ~core obtained is a grade level score

based on a normative sample.

Sample Selection and Testing Schedule

In late September just before experimental instruction began,
the GE Test was administered to over 100 third graders from the
low reading groups by the resource teachers as & part of their
traiﬂing in the experimental workshop. The :ests fr.m 30 children
were randomly selected from this group (ifcar eliminatior of invalid

instruments) for the sample to be followed up in the spring.

In the third week of November, just before the beginning of
experimental instruction for the second grade low reading g:oup,

the GE test was administered to 50 project second graders who were
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randenlv selected from ten of the twenty schools- The tests were
administered bv graduate students and two tutors trained bv *“he
authors. In mid-Januarv just prior to the beginning of experimental
instruction in the first grades, the GE test was administered to
b4 first graders who were randomly selected from those chosen for
the project. Again the sample was drawn from approximately half of
the schools in the district. This and all post-testingwas done bv
trained graduate students. The pest-test was administered to all
subjects in the middle of May. By the time of post-—testing experi-
mental instruction for the first graders had proceeded for approxi-
matelv 4 months, for the second graders 6 months, and for the third
graders 8 months. Some subjects were lost because of incomplete data
or because they moved. The final sample consisted of 58 first graders,
49 second graders, and 50 third graders. These randomly selected
samples represented from 7 - 9% of the project children in each grade.
The following year, during the end of November at approximately the
same time as the GE pre test had been administered as a pretest to
the original second graders, the GE test was readministered as a
second post test to the original sample of first graders who now
constituted the new class of second graders.

At‘the beginning of experimental instruction and again in May
the Wide Range Achievement Test was also administered to most of
the.children in our sample by the school psychologists in the dis-

trict as part of the district's own evaluation efforts.

Statistical anal¥§i§

Scores within each word category on the GE test represent the
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percentage of words or sounds correct.. For each grade, mean pre and
post test scores were obtained for cach word categorv. Mean raw
scores on the WRAT word recognition test were computed and converted
to grade equivalent scores. Subject scores were tabulated into
frequency tables to indicate the distribution of ckills within the
low reading population and to ascertain the skill level of those
having the most difficulty learning each task.

To compare progress under experimental instruction with previous
progress under a basal approach a second analysis was conducted.
Pre test scores of the original second grade class, obtained in
November, were treated as a control group. These were compared with
the post test scores obtained at approximately the same time the
following year from the new second grade class who were treated as
the experimental group. This experimental group (the original first
grade class) who were by then in second grade had had almost a vear
of experiment instruction whereas the control group second grade
class had had only basal instruction at the time their pre test
scores were obtained.

In the comparison of control and experimental group data for
the third grade sample, test scores for the experimental group
were not obtained at the same time of vear as for the control group.

Post-test scores of the second graders obtained early in May
were treated as the experimental group since these second graders
would be in third grade the following September. The scores of this
experimental group were compared with the September pre-test scores

for the original third graders (the control group) who had had only
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traditional bosal instruction at the time of pre-testing. The ex-
perimental group had had six months »f experimental instruction. The
control group tested at the end of September mav have lost skills
over the summer vacation which are not reflected in the experimental
groups scores, since the experimental grcup was tested in Mav before
vacation intervened. However the control group had had two months
of additional instruction (May and September) which the experimental
group had not had. This additional instruction would presumably off-
set any possible vacation loss. Although matching testing dates
would have vielded a more exact experiment—-control comparison, Spring
testing was required for curriculum planning for the coming vear.

The differences in coding skills acquired by the experimental group
were so marked that repeating Fall testing to match control group

testing dates was decmed unnecessary. The significance of the diff-
erences between experimentai and control groups was measured through

use of ""t"

tests fcr the means and chi square analysis for the fre-
quency distribution:..

Since the same teachers in the same schools in the same community
taught both experime ntal and control groups, schoo, community :.nd
teacher variables were controlled. (See Dvkstra, 1967 and Dunn arc
Bruininks, 196€ for a discussion of the importance of these wvariatles.}
However, since all low reading groups in the district received the

experimental instruction it was not possible to control for either

the "Hawthorne effect'" or for the effect of additional teacher training.
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Kesults

Table 1 presents mean GE and WRAT scores on the Fall pre-test
and the Spring post-test for each grade. The marked increase from
pre-test means to post—test means indicates that a significant gain
in reading skills was achieved. The children gained in both decodipg
skills, as measured by the percent of words correct in each word
category of the GE test, and in sight word recognition of frequently
used words, as measured by the WRAT grade level scores. The means
for the second and third grades are graphed in Figure 1. As can
be seen from Figure 1, under traditional instruction the third graders
itad gained very  few additional coding skills not alreadv acquired
bv second graders. Direct teaching of these coding skills during
experimental instruction produced almost cquivalent gains for both
the second and third graders. The slightly lower performance of the
second graders probably resulted from the slightly shorter time
they received experimental instruction.

Mean gains do not indicate what is happening to readers at the
bottom of the low reader distribution--the readiné disability pop-
ulation. To determine this a frequency distvibution of skills is
necessary. The distribution of pre-test scores on coding skills
from the GE test for second and third graders Es presented in Table 3.
The distributions of WRAT word recognition scores, both pre and pcs
test, are presented in Table 2. Under basal instruction by the be-
ginning of third grade 58% of the low reading group in this district
were unable to decode three-letter short-vowel words above the 407

correct level. This level requires more than sight recognition of



20

a few common words and entails transfer of phonic generalizations to
the decoding of new words. 1In other words, 58% of the third gr:de
low readers, or approximately 17% of all third graders in the dis-
trict, had mastered no generative decoding skills based on the appli-
cation of phonic knowledge. 307 of these third grade low readers
had a sight vocabulary below the second grade level. Thus, before
introduction of the experimental program, 30% of the low reading
third graders, or approximatelv 97 of all third pgrade children in
the district, were able to read only first grade materials. 1n other
words somewhere between 9 and 177 of the readers in this moderately
aft Juent suburban metropolitan district were seriouslv retarded in
reading skills at the beginning of third grade. The group included
a few children with borderline retarded mental abilities, but the
predicted achievement of even these pupils, based on the B8ond-Clymer-
Hovt formula (Bond & Tinker, 1957), would have been 2.6 or well above
the first grade level. In a typical distribution of this kind, many
of the children reading above the first grade level but below their
third grade placement would be found to have mental abilities well
above average. It would seem, therefore, that the estimate that 9
to 17% of the third grade pupils in this suburban district were
seriously reEarded in reading skills at the beginning of the experi-
ment is a conservative estimate.

The coding skills these low readers acquired after eight montis
of experimental instruction for the first graders, ¢ix months fo:
the second graders and eight and a half months for the third graders

are represented by the post-test data reported in Table 6. Particu-
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larly significant is the finding that no low readers in the random
samples tested failed to master the first decoding or word recog-
nition skills in Section I of the GE test to the generative or trans-
fer level. Such masterv is represented by more than 407 recognition
of threc~letter short-vowel words. The establishmenc of this first
decoding pattern is critical since new sounds can be assimilated into
the process once the decoding process.itself is firmlv established.

It is this skill which learning disability children, particularty

thos. with low auditory processing skills, find so difficult to
estab!ish. Since the low reading groups in the experiment included

all low readers in these grades, they necessarily included a number

of children who would meet the definition of severe learning disability
whether one bases this identification on the severitv of the
retardation in reading skills acquired or on measures of deficiencies
in perception and processing (see Gallistel, Bovle, Curran and Hawthorne,
in preparation, for aptivude descriptions of the first graders in
this study). The May post—festing also revealed that less than 10% of
the second and third graders had failed to acquire mastery of the
second decoding skill--decoding 4, 5, and 6 letter words that contain
consonant blends and digraphs with short vowels. Onlyv 14% of the
second graders and 22% of the third graders had failed to acquire

skill in decoding or recognizing new long-vowel words. Fifty per-

cent of the second graders and 607 of the third graders had mastered
the decoding of most one syllable words with vowel co »inations. More

than 25% of these "low reading' second and third graders had mastered
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the decoding skills involved in recognizing one svllable words with

"ot 1] [

soft "c¢" and "g", one syllable words with '"vowel-r'", and two svll-
able words with simple endings. In other words, after approximately
a vear of experimental instruction the upper quartile among the low
reading second and third grade group had largely mastered the decoding
of all one svlilable words as well as two svllable words with simple
endings. They were ready to work on, or were working on the decoding
of mult{—sv]lable words.

Comparison of the pre and post test distributions reveals a
marked increase in the range of coding skills represented within the
groups and suggests that pacing and meeting the needs of all children
within the group may be more difficult during the second vear of the
project.

Next we compared the distribution of coding skills acquired
under previous traditional basal instruction with those acquired
under experimental instruction.

Two control and experimental comparisons were available, one
for second graders and one for third graders. The scores attained
by the second grade class on the pretest administered in November
after they had had only basal instruction (control group) were com—
pared with the scores attained bv the second grade class the following
year (experimental group). By this time (middle of November-early
December) this new second grade group had had almost a year of
experimental instruction. Comparisons of the means for each word
category in the GE test are presented in Table 5. The Experimental

group scored significantly higher than the control group in each word
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category, though “he gains in the multisvllable words did not in-
dicate that the experimental group had acquired anv generalizable
skills in decoding multisvllable words. The distribution of the
experimental group's coding skills is compared with the distribution
of the original second graders coding skills in Table 5. These
distributions are shown graphically in Figure 2. The differences are
notably significant both educationally and statisticallv. (Chi
squares on the differences were sigrificant in all word categories
cxcept Multisvilable words. Though zero frequencies in some cells
violated assumptions for chi-square analysis, the differences between
proups were so marked that it was felt that the significance of the
rests could be validlv accepted.)

627 of the second graders in the control group had not reached
the 40% correct level or transfer stage in decoding éimple three
letter short vowel words. In contrast, none of the experimental
group had failed to reach this level ~ the first critical decoding
task. All but a few had in fact also mastered Categorv II (Con-
sonant Combinations), which requires additional seauencing and
blending skills. Only 77 had failed to reach transfer level (40%
correct) on this task whereas 817% of the control group unde. tradi-
tional instruction had failed to reach this level.

Similar comparisons were made of control g¢roup and experimental
group third graders. Comparisons of the means for ecach word category,
presented in Table 7, indicate that, again, the experimental group
scored significantly higher than the control group in each word cate-

gory except Multisyllable Words. Comparison of the distributions
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of these skills is presented in Table 8 and Figure 3. VWhereas 580
of tite control group third graders had failed to acaquire the first
critical decoding skill to the transfer level under traditional
instruct{nn, none of the experimental group third graders had failed
to acquire this skill.,  78% of the control group were unable to
decode tonsonant Combination words to the 40% correct level but onlv
47 of the experimental group were unable to do this. It is clear
that the direct teaching of decoding during experimental instruc-
tion produced markedly greater coding skills than had been acquired
under previous traditional instruction. This was true for both the
slowest and the fastest learners among the low reading groups.

A final purpose of the present project was to compare data on
decoding scores obtained from the GE test with word recognition
scores on the WRAT. Table 3 presents the distribution of word
recognition scores from the WRAT. The WRAT data were gathered by
the school district as part of its official evaluation. Scores
were available for onlyv BS to 95% of the pupils in the coding skills
measurement sample. Thev indicate that there was sizeable trans-
fer of decoding skills to recognition of words from basal readers.
Since many of the basal words represent advanced rode elements
and word structures that would not have been learned by decoders in
the early stages of learning, effective comparative evaluation of
the two reading approaches requires measures of word recognition

based on both a basal sequence and a coding sequence of phoneti-

cally regular words. The distribution of these WRAT word recog-
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nition scores reveals that the whole group, including ever the
sloﬁest learners at the bottom of thé group, géined in sight word
recognition of basal Qords as well as in their ability to decode
phonetically regular words.‘ A marked improvement is apparent iﬁ
the Spring scores of the segond grade class about to enter third
grade compared with the scores of the orfginal third grade class
obtained in thé fall oé the previous year. The differéncé between
the Féll scores pf the traditiénal second grade class ana-the Spring
séqres of the experimental first grade class about to eﬁter second
grade is less marked buE still noticeably improved. ‘As in compari-
sons of coding skills, the difference in the time of year in which
tesfing occurred makes,&iréct comparisons and interpretati&né some-—
what difficult. Since WRAT scoreS'are.nofmed’ theoretically the
percentage of pupils falling the same number of months below grade
level cén b? calculated using the month‘of testine in each cése'as
the expected grade level score. The results of such a comparison’
indicate that the percentage of children in the low reading group'j
who scored more than two fifths of a year below grade level at thé

" end of first grade aﬁd the begiﬂning of second grade had.dropped
from almost 50% to 2%. Since the low reading group represented the
bottom 30% of the readers‘in these grades, the estimated incidence
of serious reading disability based on WRAT scores had dropped from
15% to less than 1% at the beginnifig of second grade. The percentage
of project children scoring moré than a year below grade lével_at

. the beginning of third grade on the pre-test was over 30%. The Spring
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test scores of the comparable second grade group showed only 2%
scoring more than a vear below grade level. The estimated drop in
incidence of reading disability based on WRAT word recognition
scores was from 9% to less than 1% of all third graders in the

district.

Conclusicus and Discussion

We have reported an evaluation of pupil progress in an experi-
mental project that tauzht low readers in regular classes using svs-
tematic phonic instruction on phonic:llv controlled words and
multisensory techniques. The evaluation gained in theoretical
interest and practical utility from the use of an instrument that
measures the development of specific skills in a sequence of phonic
coding skills. This evaluation instrument permitted tabulation of
the frequencies with which specific skills had been mastered, both
before and after the program. Such analvsis proved valuable in
determining what was learned by those children who had the most
difficulty ma.tering and using the code in recognizing new words.

It also helred to evaluate the progress of low readers with milder
difficulties.

The gains in decoding skills which were evidenced were both
statistically and educationally significant, and occurred both
among the fast learners and the slow learners within these low
reading groups. Tabulation of data from the experimental gesting
ingtrument into frequency distributions clearly indicated the mastery

level attained on each skill by each subgroup within the low
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reading group. As a result the precision of curriculum evaluation
was immeasurably enhanced so that planning for the coming vear
could be based on krnowledge of the approximate skill level attained
bv cach subgroup. Pre-test assessment indicated that the majoritv
of low readers in each grade started with little or no decoding
skills at the beginning of the project. Bv the end of the first
vear of the project a large increase in the range of coding skills
represented within these low reading groups was apparent. This
markedlv increased range of skills suggested that individualization
strategies within the grours would be even more necessarv and probablvy
more difficult tle second vear of the nrojec* compared with the
first year. Similar testing and frequency i.abulations at thg end
of the second vear of the project should indicate the effectiveness
of the individualization strategies adoptud.

Comparison of specific skills acquired bv children at the bottom
of the distribution befure and after experimental intervention
indicated a sharp increase in the number of low readers who had
acquired masterv of the first decoding skills by the end of each
grade. These first skills included the ability to recognize new
words based on primary alphabetic principles. The increased profi-
ciency in the low reading groups resulted in a dramatic decrease
in the percentage of children in all three primarvy grades who could
not use even the simplist phonic decoding principles.

In the comparisons between control group and experimental groups

in both second grade and third grade th: number of children unable
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to use these first decoding skills to recognize new words dropped
from approximately 60% of each low reading group (i.e., from approxi-
matelv 187 of the entire classroom population) to zero. Since
intensive phonic instruction is widely believed to be too difficult
tor manv low recaders, this zero incidence of faiiure to master the
first c¢ritical decoding and phonic generalization skills by the

cnd of less than a vear of experimental instructici is one of the
significant findings of the studv. 1t indicates that marked modifi-
cation of classroom procedures for teaching low readersf intensive
teacher training, and additional tutoring of 3% of the population

in this rrobably fairlv typical suburban district succeeded in reducing
the incidencehof severe decoding disability to zcro. In addition,
the data indicate that low reading children with milder difficulties
were able to become relatively independent beginning readers who
could successfully recognize new words. Finallv the evaluation data
indicate that after six to eight months of experimental instruction
many cf these decoding and phonic generalization skills transferred
to improved recognition of sight words drawn from basal readers that
are not phonetically controlied.

Also significant are the findings from the pre-test data which
reveal that under previous traditional instruction in spite of a large-
scale supplementary tutoring program, 58% of our sample of beginning
third grade low readers, or an estimated 17% of the third grade
pupils in the district, had not mastered the first phonic generalization
and decoding skills involved in recognition of new three-letter short-

vowel words. More than 0% of the low readers sampled, or an estimated
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9% of the third gradérs in thé district were also a year or more
below grade level on WRAT ﬁ&rd rééognition scores at e tiﬁe
experimental instruction began. It is clear ;hy the district was
finding an individual tutoring moéel for treating learning disabilities
an expensive proposition which could not keep up withthe waiting
lists and with parental.pressure for more tutoring services.

The implications are tha%t all but a very sﬁgll number of middle
class suburban priméry gfade children can‘apparently be taught
thése early decodiné skills in a year or less given the kinds of
massive infusion of new teaching techniques, intensive teacher
training procedures, resource téaéher help, and tutoring service
which characterized this project. This universal learning of early
decoding skills took plaée,regardless.of the fact that many of
these children had low auditory aptitudes. (For data on the dis-
tribution af aptitudes for the firstlgrade group see dallistei,
(Boyle, Curran and Hawthorne, in preparatién.)' The study does not
indicate whether the same results could have Been accomplished by
other means. The present project included cafeful and innov;tivé
procedures for retraining classronm teachers, the use of multisensory
techniques on phogically regulaf meterial that moves slowly, and
skillful individualization within éroups. Whether all or only certain
parts of the above procedures are essential could not be tested.

It should be noted that the experience, competénce and leader-

ship qualities of the coordinator and the director of the project

are exceptional. Whether the results of the present project could




30

be replicated in other districts would need to be -ascertained.

The present study did not include evaluaticn of skill in reading
or comprehending sentences, paragraphs, or books. Whether, when,
or how such decoding skills trénsfer.to connected reading and com-
prehension is at p;eéent uncertain, The percentage of children
who may have difﬁiculty developing more advanced coding'skills or
transf;rring and integrating dec;ding with the more complex processes
involved in fluent reading aqd comprehension is also unknown. Follow-
up studies need to be conducted which cbn;inue and expand the present
evalua:ion procedures to include accurécy of oral reading, and
comprehension and spged during silent reading. Charting the develop-
ment of each skill and analyzing the relationships between .skills
should hélp answer some of these questions.,

It should be emﬁhasized that the experimental instruction was
eventually carried out largely by regdlar class teache%s within their
own classes. If gollow-up étudies indicate that the marked success '
of the first year of the preseﬁt project in boosting early decoding
and word recognition skills is followed by success in reading itself,
and if the results prove replicable in other school systems, theﬂ
the implications for both special education and regular‘education
will be considerable.

'The reporting of evaluation data in the form of frequency dis-
tributions made it possible to assess the progress of children in:
the lowest learning brackets. Similar prOcedﬁres for other skills

and outcome could conceivably furnish an assessment model on which




new patterns for funding services to children with learning

handicaps could be based.
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Table 1

Mean Pre and Post Training Reading Achievement Scores

First Grade Second Grade Third Grade
Pre Post .Pre Post Pre Post
(Jan.)  (May) (Nov.)  (May) {| (Sept.) (May)
) N=49 N=49 N=43 N=43 N=49 N=49
WRAT '
Grade Equivalent Score 1.3 2.0 1.8 3.1 2.3 3.7
GE Decoding Skills
% Words Correct
One Syllable Words:
Short Vowels ~ :
Single Consonants 11.47% 73.3% 39.7% 89.9% 43.0% 89.7%
Short Vowels -
Consonant Combinations 5 47.2 27.0 77.9 31.3 77.2
Long Vawels {(é) 1.1 15.9 15.1 64.4 24.8 68.9
Vowel Combinations .8 3.8 5.5 39.6 14.8  58.2
Vowel and "r" 1.3 4.3 6.7 44,2 10.7 48,0
Soft "c¢" and "g" 1.3 4.5 2.2 23.0 7.3 41.1
Simple Endings .8 .5 3.2 37.9 8.8 46,2
Multisyllable Words 1.5 .0 .0 5.0 1.2 27.6
Total Regular Words 2.7 21.8 13.6 50.3 19.0 56.2
lrregular Words 3.0 13.8 22.0 55.6 36.0 62.5
Total All Words 2.7 20.8 14.6 50.9 21.0 59.6
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Table 2

Percentage of Low Readine Group Scoring
at Various Grade lLevels on the WRAT
Reading Test

First Grade Second Grade Third Grade
) 2 3 4 S5 6
Pre Post Pre ost Pre Post
(Jan) (Mav) (Nov) Mav) (Sept)| (May
N=49 N=54 N=43 N=46 N=49 N=49
5.4 - 5.5 2.2%
5.2 - 5.3 -
5.0 - 5.1 - 2.0% 6.1%
4.8 - 4.9 2.2 - 6.1
4.6 - 4.7 - - 2.0
4.4 - 4.5 - - 6.1
4,2 - 4.3 - - 6.1
4.0 - 4.1 2.2 - 12.2
3.8 - 3.9 10.9 2.0 6.1
3.6 - 3.7 6.5 - 6.1
3.4 - 3.5 6.5 - 8.2
3.2 - 3.3 4.4 - 6.1
3.0 - 3.1 1.9% 18.6 2.0 12.2
2.8 - 2.9 3.7 23.9 6.1 12.2
2.6 - 2,7 9.3 10.9 4.1 2.0
2.4 - 2.5 3.7 4.7% 6.5 20.4 2.0
2.2 - 2.3 14.8 9.3 - 18.4 8.2
2.0 - 2.2 16.7 11.6 - 14.3
1.8 - 1.9 2.07% 13.0 25.6 2.2 12,2
1.6 - 1.7 6.1 25.9 30.2 - 14.3
1.4 - 1.5 40.8 9.3 14.0 - .0
1.2 - 1.3 38.8 - 2.3 2.2 2.0
1.0 - 1.1 4.1 1.9 2.3 2.0
.8 - .9 A
6 - L7 !
bo- 5
2 - .3




Table 3 41

Distribution of Second and Third Grade Decoding Skills atter
Traditional Instruction: Pre-test Scores (Z of Pupils Scoring at Pach Level)

Percent of Second Grade Third Gradel|l Percent of Second Grade Third G -ade
Words Correct  (N=.49) (\=50) Words (orrect (N=49) (N=50)

1 - Short Vowels-Siigle Consonants I1 - Stort Vowels-Consonant Combinations
81-100% 10 167 81-1007 47 2Z

61- 80 18 16 61- 80 8 16

41- 60 8 10 41- 60 6 4

21 40 29 38 21- 40 26 36

0- 20 35 20 0- 20 56 42

111 - One Syllable .ong Vowel ¢ IV - Vcwel Combinations

81-1007 4 - 81-1007% - -

61- 80 2 6 61- 80 - 6

41- 60 - 10 41- 60 2 10

21- 40 12 22 21- 40 4 22

0- 20 82 62 0- 20 94 62

V ~ Vowel with "r" VI - Scft "¢ and "g", s /z/

81-100% - 2 81-100% - 2

61- 80 2 4 61- 80 - -

41- 60 2 - 41- 60 - 2

21- 40 - 2 4 21- 40 2 4

0- 20 94 90 0~ 20 98 92

VII - Two Svllable-simple Endings VIII - Multisyllable and Other Two Srllable
81-10C% - - 81-100% - =

61- 80 - - 61- 80 - -

41- 60 - - 41- 60 - -

21- 40 2 2 21- 40 - 2

0- 20 98 98 0- 20 100 98

IX - Common Irregular Words

81-1007% 0 4
61- 80 2 16
41- 60 10 16
21- 40 24 24

0- 20 64 40
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Table 4

Distribution of Decoding Skills After 6 1/2 Months tc 9 Months of
Expcrimenta Instruction: Post-test Scores (% of Pupils Scoring
at Each level)

First Second Third First Second Third
% Words GradersGr.aders Graders 7 Words Graders Graders Graders
Correct (N=30) (n= 9) (N=50) Correct (N=50) (N=49) (N=50)
Dec.7] May 71 May 71 Pec.71 May 71 May 71
1 - Short Vowels-Si .gle Consonants II - Srort Vowels Consonant Combinat :ons
81-100% 727 807 86% 81-1007 447 517% 46%
61- 80 26 18 12 61- 80 36 35 40
41- 60 2 2 2 41- 60 4 10 4
21- 40 0 - - 21- 40 8 - 8
0- 20 0 - - 0- 20 8 4 2
111 - Long Vowcels IV - Vcwel Combinations
81-100% 32 29 38 81-1007 6 10 24
61- 80 24 39 30 61- 80 10 14 36
41- 60 10 10 18 41- 60 16 20 8
21- 40 4 6 4 21- 40 24 25 12
0- 20 30 16 10 0- 20 44 31 20
V - Vowels with "r" VI - Scft "c" and 'g"
81-1007% 2 10 14 81-1007 0 2 6
61- 80 12 31 32 61- 80 6 - 20
41- 60 16 10 8 41- 60 4 23 26
21- 40 20 18 14 21- 40 22 8 12
0- 20 50 31 32 0- 20 68 67 36

VIT - Two Syllable with Simple Endings VIII - Multisyllable and Other Two S:1llable

81-1007 0 4 10 81-100% 0 2 6
61- 80 20 23 26 61- 80 0 2 8
41- 60 20 18 18 41- 60 0 2 20
21- 40 14 14 18 21- 40 4 - 10
0- 20 46 41 29 0- 20 46 94 56
IX - Common Irregular Words
81-1007% 4 10 2
61- 80 28 14 36
41- 60 22 20 8
21- 40 28 25 12

0- 20 18 31 20
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Table 6
Comparison of
Distribution of Decoding Skills Acquired bv Earlv Second Grade
Under Traditional and Experiment:1 Instruction

Traditional Experimental Traditional Fxperimental

Words 1970 1971 1970 1971
Correct (N=49) N=50) (N=49) (N=50)
i - Short Vowels-Single Consonants 1T - Soort Vowels-Consonant Combinations
S1-1007 107 727% 47 447
tHl- 80 18 26 8 36
4= 60 8 2 h 4
21- 40 28 0 26 8
0- 20 34 0 55 8
1l - One Syllable~Long Vowel ¢ IV - Vowel lombinations
81-1007 4 32 - 6
61~ 80 2 24 - 1
41- 60 - 10 2 16
21- 40 12 4 4 24
0- 20 82 30 94 44
Vv - Vowel with "r" VI - Soft "c¢" and "g", s /=/
81-7100% - 2 - 0
6l- 80 2 12 - 6
41- 60 2 16 - 4
2= 40 2 20 2 22
0- 20 94 50 98 68
Vil - Two Syvllable-Simple kEndings VII1 - Multisyllable~-Other Two Syllable
81-1007% - V] - 0
61- 80 - 20 - 0
41- 60 - 20 - 0
21- 40 2 14 - 4
0- 20 98 46 100 96
IX = Common Irregular Words
81-100% 0 4
61- 80 2 28
41- 60 10 22
21- 40 24 28

0- 20 64 18
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Table 8
Comparison of
Distribution of Decoding Skills Acquired bv Beginning of Third Grade
Under Traditional and Experimental Instruction

Words Traditional Experimental Traditiconal Expcrimental
Correct (N=50) (N=49) (N=50) (N=49)

I - Short Vowel=Single Consonants IT- Short Vowel-Consonant combinations
B1-100" 167 807 27 517

Hl- 80 16 18 16 35

N= 60 10 2 4 10

vi- 40 18 0 36 -

0- 20 20 0 42 4

L1l - One Svllable Long Vowel IV- Vowel Combinations

81-100% - 29 - 10
61- 80 6 39 4 14

41- 60 10 10 4 20

21- 40 22 6 16 25

0- 20 62 16 76 31
V - Vowels with "r" VI- Soft "¢'" and "g"

81-1007 2 10 2 2

61~ 80 4 31 - -

41- 60 0 10 2 23

21- 40 4 18 4 8

0- 20 90 31 92 67

Vil - Twe Svllable Words w/ Simple Ending VIII- Multisyllable and Other Two Syllable

81-100% - 4 - 2
61~ 80 - 23 - 2
41- 606 - 18 - 2
21- 40 2 14 2 -
0- 20 98 41 98 94

IX - Common Irregular Words

81-100% 4 25
61- 80 16 25
41- 60 16 18
21- 40 24 12

0- 20 40 20




In discussing test results Section IV is made Section VI, Section VI
is Section V and Section V is Section IV.
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LISTRUCTIONS
GALLISTEL-ELLIS LINGUISTIC READING AND SPELLING TEST

The materials have two nurbering systems. The letters and numbers Al, A2,
Bl1, B2, D1, D2, refer to skills tested. A 1is for sounds, B is for phonet-
ically regular words, 1 is for reading, 2 is for spelling: N is for phonetically
irregular vords. The numbers and letters 1-GE, 1-6S, 1-3R and 1-3T7 are labels
for all the materials, used so that we can refer quickly to any sheet and avoid
the confusion of titles.

PEADING - Begin with this section since it is usually easiest.
Directions for sections I through VIII on forms 1F and 1S.
Procedure:

1. CGive the student Form 18, Sav to him: 1 vant you to read some words. Some
of them are real words and some of them are not real vords, but T want o ro

pronounce them as if they were part of a word you had never Q(Oﬂ bcforL. Start

herc (pointing to can) and read across the pape. Then read the next line. Fead

until 1 tell you to stop. Place a card under each line as t“e student reads.

2. Mark on Form 1E each word pronounced correctly with a C. 1f the pupil
mispronounces a work, write what he says becide the word. 1€ he corrects the
word by himself mark a C over the mispronounciaticn and count it correct. If
he refuses a word urge him bri«fly to try it even if he doesn't recopnize the
word. If he still makes no atcemnt, indicate it with a dash above the word.

3. Have the pupilatte—st all the words in section T.

4. Beginning with section II, piven any consecutive six words, if a pupll misses
any five of those six, Jiscontinue testing in that section.

5. After the pupil has missed five of six words in a section, ask him to read

the first two words in the following section. If he gets either word correct,
continue testing until he arain misses five out of six words in a section. Again
ask hir to read the first two words in the following section, continuing if he gets
either correct.

6. Discontinue testing in Section B Phonetically Regular ''~r.'s when a pupil has
missed five out of six words in any section and the first two qgrds in each of the
two following sections.

7. Then have the pupil read in Section D.1 Phonetically Irrepgular Yords until he
misses five out of six words.

Possible Test Modifications:

Note that words are arranged in colummns by vowels. If you are using the
test to measure skills you have taught and some vowels have not been taught
yet, have student read in rows but only include the columns for the vowels you
have taught. Cover the others if you wish. Score the appropriate sub-totals.

For test-shy students each section can be mounted on a card and given
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Procedure:

1. Provide the pupil with a pencil and paper and have him write his name at the
top. Date the paper. 1f you use Form 6E, Student Spelling Sheet, the Phonet-

cally Irregular Vords are first. lhey ore often forgotten, sc always give thenm
‘{ratif it is necessary for you to rememder them.

2. Dictate the words on Form 32 by rows, not columns. Mark the words correctly
spelled with a C and those incorrectly snelled with an x on the record sheet
(Form 3E).

3. Again, give all of section I.

4. Beginning with section II, given any consecutive five words, if a student
misses zay four of those five, discontinue testing in that section. (Unlike
reading, where the pupil must miss five out of six.)

5. After the pupil has missed four out of five words in a section, dictate th»
first two words in the following section. If he gets either correct, continue
until he misses four of fi.ve words again, and proceed to the next section.

6. Discontinue Part B.2. Spelling Phonetically Regular VWords when the pupil
has missed four out of five words_gguégy_ggghﬁggfigg_ggﬂ_;henf}rﬁfufvg_yords in
each of the two following sections.

7. Then dictate the words in Fart D.2. Spelling Phonetically Irregular ¥ords
until the pupil misses four out ot five words. Don't forget to give these.

Possible Test Modifications:

The Spelling Test may be giver in a group rather than individually. In this
case more words will need to be dictated to test the limits of the child who can
go the farthest. Tell the children that you do not expect them to know all of
these words but that you want to find out what they know and what they don't before
teaching them. It is easiest if you give the irrepular words first, and have the
papers numbered ahead of time ( or use Form 6E~Student Spelling Sheet).

Scoring:

Couat rev. ~.ls which produce another letter such as + for d as errors, but
do not count other reversals such as afor c as spelling errors. !Mark the words
correctly spelled with a C on the record sheet, those incorrectly spelled with
an X and those refused with a dash through the word. Total the number correct in
each section and enter in the spaces provided at the bottom of each section.
Enter the scores on the separate scoring sheet (Form SE).

INSTRUCTIONS FOR PROGRESS RECORD OF CODING SKILLS (Form 4E)

This form is a good summarizing sheet for parents and classruvcm teachers.
The scores should be entered as precents to be meaningful. Figuie the percents by
dividing the number correct for each section by the number pussil .e for that
section. This information will be on Form 5E already. The Perce. tage Tables
(Form 6S) have the percents for all possible test scores. Notice that the progress



one or two sections at a time, Always be sure to indicate any changes on the
recording sheets. '

Scoring:

Count the number correct on each section and enter it in the space provided
at the end of each section. UInter these section totals on the separate scoring
chart (Form 51).

SOUNDS Ili ISOLATION
Procedure.

Present student's copy of Sounds in Isolation saeet (Form 2S) to the student,
sucw him where to begin and have him read dovm the column of sounds. Use a card
.or finger to help him keep his nlace. Uss the other copy of the sounds sheet
(Form 2E) to record the student's name, the date, and his responses. If he does
not respond within 5 seconds, move on by saviny 'next." In no way should your
expression, words or voice give him an indication as to whether or not he is
correct. He should be praised for trying and cooperating. Say to the student,
"Tell me the sound that each letter (or letters) makes. If you are nnt sure,

you can guess. Do not worry about any you do not knnw. Do the best You can.'

Have each student try all sounds through the last vowel "e'. After rii: wacnever
student has missed four out of five consecutive sounds, discontt1ue)}est by

asking him to look through the rest of the letter sets and tell you“th2 sounds for

any that he knows.

Some letters have two or ‘more sounds such as each vowel, hard and soft ''g' and

“¢". A dash for recording each sound is indicated on the record shcet and the
additional sound to be asked for is indicated above the record dash. Mark C
“above the dash or over the sound indicated above the dash. Some letter ccmbi-

" nations (such as ch, ul, etc. ) scmetimes have a sound that is used rarely and is
usually considered an exception, but which students may give. These sounds are
indi¢ated in parentheses with no dash on the chart. If the student gives one

of these sounds for the letters, ask him '"What other sound can that (those letters)
letter make? and check his response. .Do not ask any student who gives the most
common sounds indicated above the dashes to give the other more rare sounds
indicated in parenthesis.

Possible Test Modifications:

Sounds ~an be tested from cards sorted into piles of known and not Xnown
and then recorded-after spunds on the record sheet.

SCOring:

- Only correct sounds called for by the dashes are counted in the total
correct. Do not count sounds given in parentheses. The total possible correct
sounds for each group is given on the scoring chart(Form 5F).

STFLLING
Be sure to use the Spellir; sheet; Galli:icl Ellts Linguistic Spritizp Test.
Examiner's Dictating and Recording Cepy (Tei— [ .
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report (Form 4E) is grouped by phonetic category rather than shill. Therefore
sounds, reading, and spelling for section I are together, sounds, reading, and
spelling for section II are together, etc.

The remaining materials are for ongoing teaching and testing.

Form 2R, Reading Isolated Sounds (Student Reading and Recording Copy), can
be used as a daily check list of progress by having the student read the sounds he
has learned and filling an X in the appropriate box for each correct response,
and a (V) for an attempted or self-corrected response.

Form 3T, Phonetically Irregular Yords, can be used in conjunction with Form
3R, in a manner similar to Form 2R, for both reading and spelling. The words should
be introduced as needed in the student's reading materials, and should not be
used so extensively that this task becomes a detriment to the acquisition of
resular decoding skills.

Forms IT ~nd_2T, B. Phonetically Regular Yords and C. Sggggpces with Phonet-
fcally Regular ‘ords, can be used as a periodic check on the student's competency
in cach of the phonetic categories. The different lists under each numbered
section are to be used in consectuive testing periods so that the student has

not merely performed by memorizing the list. Form IR, Student Recording Form,

is to be used when recording, for reading words, reading sentences, qp;lling words

and spelling sentences, as indicated at the top.

The recording forms provide records from which the student and other interested
persons can ascertain progress through the various stapes of the leagning task,

as well as providing & thorough breakdown of objeéctives to be achieved, and should
be filled in carefully.




B.1l.

READING PHONETICALLY RECULAR WORDS

Student's Reading Copy

. can
fat
pal
jam

lan

il. that
track
splat

cran

i, make
plate

tate

Iv. match
rage

ratch

big fox sun
miX hop cup
kid job b
vim rot yum
Ziv wot sud
KiSS stop “ shut
mint strong tiunk
frisk prod SOUN
glim clob grum
ite hope  cube
drive slope flute
vide .plode pute
oridge  dodge  fude
price hose huge
cin podge duce

red

yet

web

peg
ket

help
chest
smell

ject

cent

gen
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V. may hook joy clown teach

snail pie ~ flow spoon head

naul might soak shout cheek

crawl chalk soil glije grew

wain wright moil cruit tween

VI.  star dirt ccrd burn herd

spare hire chore cure cheer

gar nire nore tur ser

VI table kitten hopping nuppies better

candy firiest wobbl2 cupful fender

magnet hiding gobiin brushes  netted

SMai iy slices foll® gunned velvet

famiin flimmer qob.es hufed bezzle
VHI. station iridicate explosion instrument envelcpe
fantastic zdmirister  photcgraph  suction entertain
“satponder dipsoping lopeicom . . tumsiptic esterpin

_D.1l. T"EADING PHN iTICALLY RRFGULAM VIOPDS

was have what one moth >
where again does pull ¢t
nothing many tecause always Jaugn

ERIC
above theugnt whose toward honest




